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APPENDIX 8.8A

Environmental Justice

This report addresses compliance of the San Francisco Electric Reliability Project (SFERP)
with the principles expressed in Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (1994). The Executive
Order requires that “each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of
its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects…on minority populations and low-income
populations.” Although both the California Energy Commission (CEC) and the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) are in the process of developing an
environmental justice policy, neither has yet issued guidance on compliance. The CEC,
however, has issued the approach it uses in preparing its Environmental Justice Analysis.
This report is generally consistent with that approach.

Key Phases in the Analytical Process 
The CEC environmental justice analytical process has three key phases: (1) focused outreach
to, and involvement of, the minority and low-income population in the decision making
process; (2) a screening-level analysis to determine the potential for environmental justice
issues; and, (3) if indicated by the screening results, a more detailed analysis of the relative
distribution and intensity of impacts. These three phases and how they were conducted are
discussed below.

Outreach and Involvement
The Executive Order requires agencies to ensure effective public participation and access to
information. Consequently, a key phase of environmental justice analysis is outreach to the
potentially affected minority or low-income population to discover issues of importance that
may not otherwise be apparent. The project’s outreach efforts fall into two categories:
(a) Outreach efforts prior to filing an Application for Certification (AFC); and (b) Post-filing
outreach.

Outreach Efforts Prior to Filing the Application for Certification 

The following activities and actions were undertaken to ensure public awareness and
involvement by the local community:

• On May 29, 2001, the City and County of San Francisco made a finding that:

“The Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission (California Energy
Commission) has recognized Southeast San Francisco as a minority community entitled
to environmental justice.” (Ordinance 124-01)

• Between November 2001 and August 2002, City staff hosted nine neighborhood
meetings and three meetings with representatives of the San Francisco business
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community to solicit input and participation in public forums on energy policy
(Resolution 827-02)

• In December 2002, the City approved an Electric Resource Plan that incorporated the
community input from the above meetings.

• Met with Potrero Hill Power Plant Task Force Advisory Meeting, March 19, 2003

• Met with Southeast Facility Commission Meeting, March 26, 2003

• Introduced project to residents of the Southeast Sector in Partnership with SFPD
Bayview District Police (R.O.S.E.S.), April 4, 2003

• Met with Potrero Hill Merchants Association on April 8, 2003

• Met with Potrero Hill Neighborhood Flea Market & Bazaar on April 12, 2003

• Met with Bayview Merchants on April 15, 2003

• Provided information tables at both: Earthday, Heron’s Head Park, and Southeast
Community Center Environmental Justice Meeting, April 26, 2003

• Made presentation about project to San Francisco Planning and Urban Research
Association (SPUR) on May 7, 2003

• Made presentation about project to Building Owners & Managers Association (BOMA),
May 15, 2003

• Attended Whitney Young Parents Association and answered questions, May 2, 2003

• Gave a 10-minute presentation to Bayview Hunters Point Project Area Committee
(PAC), Health and Environment Subcommittee on May 21, 2003

• Answered questions from Bayview Merchants Association about the project,
May 27, 2003

• Met with Bayview Rotary Club on May 28, 2003

• Met with Bayview Stakeholders Breakfast, Dago Mary’s, June 4, 2003

• Made presentation to Dogpatch Neighborhood Association on June 6, 2003

• Introduction and brief summary of Electrical Reliability Project to attendees at Potrero
Power Plant Task Force, June 26, 2003

• Met with Supervisor Sophie Maxwell and Intervenors/Interested Parties on July 16 and
30, and August 13, 2003

• Met with approximately 50 people at Potrero Neighborhood House on August 28, 2003

• Met with approximately 35 people at San Francisco Department of Public Health,
September 4, 2003

• Met with approximately 40 to 50 people at Southeast Community Center, September 9,
2003
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• Met with approximately 35 people at the California College of Arts & Crafts on
September 20, 2003

Post Filing Outreach Efforts

As described in Section 4, Environmental Justice, the City intends to convene public
workshops to solicit input in the development of a PM10 mitigation and community
benefits package. Further, during the power plant licensing process, the California Energy
Commission typically takes the following outreach actions:

• Mails written notice to all property owners within 1000 feet of the site and within
500 feet of any linear corridor

• Publishes notices in the local newspaper announcing public workshops and hearings

• Provides access to information by submitting copies of key documents to local libraries
and providing materials via a web page

• Holds hearings and workshops in the local community

• Assigns a public advisor to assist the public in participating in the process

Screening-level Analysis 
As shown in Table 8.8A-1, the population of a 6-mile-radius area surrounding the power
plant site is predominantly minority, with the minority segment comprising 57.7 percent of
the total population (see Figure 8.8A-1, and Attachment 8.8A-1). By comparison, according
to the 2000 Census data, the minority population within San Francisco is only slightly lower
at 56.36 percent. In this same 6-mile area, the low-income population is 11.3 percent of the
total (see Figure 8.8A-2 and Attachment 8.8A-2) as compared to the City average of
12.7 percent.

TABLE 8.8A-1
Minority Population

Total
Populationa

Minority
Populationb

Percent
Minority

Percent
Low Income

1-mile radius 11,802 4,991 42.3% 12.8%

6-mile radius 788,674 455,041 57.7% 11.3%

City and County of San Francisco 776,733 437,824 56.4% 12.7%

Bay Areac 6,783,760 3,391,556 50.0%

State of California 33,871,648 18,054,858 53.3%

Source: Potrero Unit #7 FSA, Socioeconomics Table 3: Minority Populations
a Source: Census 2000.
b Minority includes non-white and white-Hispanic populations.
c Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma Counties.

Based on this data, and determinations made both by the City of San Francisco and the CEC
(CEC, 2002), a minority population exists within the affected area. Therefore, additional
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analysis is warranted to determine if the project would have a “disproportionately high and
adverse impact” on that population.

To assist in this analysis, the minority population within a 1-mile radius was analyzed.
Figure 8.8A-3 shows each census block, whether the block contained greater than 50 percent
minority population, and the number of residents living in that census block during the
2000 Census.

Detailed Examination of the Distribution of Impacts on Segments of the
Population
This Application for Certification documents potential impacts of the project. Each subject
area in Section 8 of the AFC provides a detailed analysis of the project. To the extent that
significant adverse impacts may result, mitigation measures are proposed to reduce project
impacts to a less than significant level. 

The discussion below focuses on the issue areas of common concern for similar types of
projects and those that have commonly been of concern in environmental justice complaints
around the Bay Area. It summarizes the potential project impacts to the identified minority
community(ies) and the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures. A more detailed
analysis for each area is contained in Section 8 of the AFC.

Air Quality

Section 8.1 of the AFC addresses the potential impacts of the project on air quality. As
described in that section, ambient air quality impact analyses for the facility were conducted
to satisfy the CEC requirements for impacts from criteria pollutants (NO2, CO, PM10, and
SO2) and noncriteria pollutants during project construction and operation. To determine a
project’s air quality impacts, the modeled concentrations are added to the maximum
background ambient air concentrations and then compared to the applicable ambient air
quality standards.

Maximum ground-level impacts due to operation of the SFPUC project are shown together
with the ambient air quality standards in AFC Table 8.1-25. Using conservative
assumptions, the results indicate that the SFPUC project will not cause or contribute to
violations of any state or federal air quality standards, with the exception of the state PM10

and state and federal PM2.5 standards. For these pollutants, existing ambient air
concentrations already exceed the state standards. Accordingly, the City intends to convene
public workshops to solicit input into the development of a PM10 mitigation and
community benefits package.

According to modeling performed for the project, emissions from the turbines will comply
with air quality standards set by USEPA. 

Public Health 

The screening health risk assessment (SHRA) was conducted to determine expected impacts
on public health of the non-criteria pollutant emissions from the facility. The SHRA
estimated the excess offsite cancer risk to the maximally exposed individual (MEI), as well
as indicated any adverse excess effects of non-carcinogenic compound emissions. Pollutant-
specific unit risk factors are the estimated probability of a person contracting cancer as a
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result of constant exposure to an ambient concentration of 1 µg/m3 over a 70-year lifetime.
The locations of the maximum modeled pollutant concentrations are shown in
Appendix 8.1C, Figure 8.1C-1. An evaluation of the potential excess non-cancer health
effects from long-term (chronic) and short-term (acute) exposures has also been included in
the SHRA. The SHRA results for the SFERP are presented in Table 8.8A-2, and the detailed
calculations are provided in Appendix 8.1C. 

TABLE 8.8A-2
Screening Health Risk Assessment Results

Excess Cancer Risk to Maximally Exposed Individual: 0.02 in one million

Excess Cancer Risk at Nearest Residence: 0.01 in one million

Excess Cancer Risk at Nearest Workplace: 0.003 in one million

Excess Acute Inhalation Hazard Index: 0.03

Excess Chronic Inhalation Hazard Index: 0.002

Noise

Noise survey results show that the noise level of the most affected residential receptor
(ML1) is primarily affected by vehicular traffic. 

Noise from the project is predicted not to exceed 54 dBA at ML1 and ML4, the residential
noise monitoring locations shown in Figure 8.5-1. This is consistent with the CEC’s 5 dBA
over background significance guideline and complies with LORS. No census blocks with
more than 50 percent minority population will be affected by a significant increase in noise
(i.e., more than a 5 dBA above existing levels).

Hazardous Materials
The project will use aqueous ammonia (29 percent) in the selective catalytic reduction (SCR)
system to reduce NOx emissions. In performing an offsite consequence analysis, the
worst-case accidental release scenario assumed the aqueous ammonia storage tank was
punctured and the entire storage tank’s contents was spilled into a catch basin or bermed
area located beneath the tank. As shown by Figure 8.8A-4, the distance to the CEC’s
extremely protective 75 ppm ammonia concentration extends just off the project site’s
eastern boundary, which is on the Potrero Power Plant site. Additionally, ammonia
concentrations expected to occur to the north, south, and west boundaries would be
significantly lower than 75 ppm due to the ammonia storage tank’s location at the eastern
side of the project site (further away from public and residential receptors). The worst case
accident is not expected to result in an offsite release greater than 5 ppm (the odor threshold
of ammonia) to the north, south, or west of the site. 

Conclusion
The screening-level environmental justice analysis indicated that a minority population
exists in the surrounding project vicinity. Therefore, specific attention was given to the
impact categories that are commonly of concern for this type of project, and those that have
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historically been identified as being of concern—air quality, public health, noise, and
hazardous materials—to determine if there were project impacts that adversely affected
minority areas.

Air pollutant emissions and, hence, impacts on public health from the plant will be
minimized by the use of best available control technology, the purchase of local emission
offsets, and the development of a PM10 mitigation and community benefits package. 

Noise emissions will comply with local ordinances and will not affect minority populations
because of their distance from the plant.

Even during a worse-case scenario of a rupture of the ammonia storage tank, the ammonia
gas would not escape in sufficient concentrations as to cause long-term health impacts. 

The proposed project is consistent with the CEC’s standards for environmental justice.
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FIGURE 8.8A-1
PERCENT MINORITY BY
2000 CENSUS BLOCK GROUP 
SAN FRANCISCO ELECTRIC RELIABILITY PROJECT
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FIGURE 8.8A-2
PERCENT LOW-INCOME BY
2000 CENSUS BLOCK GROUP 
SAN FRANCISCO ELECTRIC RELIABILITY PROJECT
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Records of Conversations with Public
Service Providers



SAC/BAMBERGER_IBEW LOCAL 6_ROC.DOC 1

T E L E P H O N E  C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D

Matt Bamberger
Business Representative

IBEW Local 6

Phone No.: 415-861-5752 Date: January 5, 2004

Call From: Fatuma Yusuf Time: 3:35 PM

Message
Taken By:

Subject: Availability of skilled labor in the San Francisco area

I called the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW) Local 6 to find out
whether the union had enough electricians to fill the jobs for the SFPUC SERP project. Matt
Bamberger informed that there were tons of trained electricians. Currently there are over
400 electricians, 100 of them local and 300 nonlocal. Besides, the union can always call
upon others within the local area or from outside the local area. Thus, he did not forsee any
problems filling the jobs. 

Call To:
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T E L E P H O N E  C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D

Lt. Juarez San Francisco Fire Department

Phone No.: 415-558-3225 Date: January 5, 2004

Call From: Fatuma Yusuf Time: 10:47 AM

Message
Taken By:

Subject: San Francisco Fire Department

The closest station to the proposed project site is Station No. 25 which is located at 3501 3rd

Street. Station No. 25 has one fire engine with one officer and 3 fire fighters. The next
nearest station is Station No. 37, located at 798 Wisconsin. Station No. 37 has one fire
engine with one officer and 3 fire fighters. The closest station after Station No. 37 is Station
No. 9 which is located at 2245 Gerald Street. Station No. 9 has one engine company with 3
fire fighters, one truck company with one officer and 4 fire fighters and an ambulance.

Response time from Station No. 25 to a call from the project site is 3 and a half minutes. The
response times from the other stations is within 3 to 5 minutes. 

Currently, there is a lot of ongoing construction in San Francisco and the fire department
has been able to meet the needs of the public. Thus, no impacts are anticipated during the
construction (as well as operation) phase of the project.

Lt. Juarez asked that I confirm the above information with the chief’s office (Chief Trevino). I
called the chief’s office several times (1/5/04, 1/6/04, 1/7/04, 1/8/04, 1/14/04, 1/13/04,
1/29/04) and even sent a fax on 1/5/04 that was addressed to Chief Mario Trevino. But I
never received any feedback from the Chief’s office.

Call To:
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T E L E P H O N E  C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D

Larry Lee
Business Agent

Plumbers #38

Phone No.: 415-626-2000 Date: January 6, 2004

Call From: Larry Lee Time: 10:20 AM

Message
Taken By: Fatuma Yusuf

Subject: Availability of skilled labor

Larry Lee returned my call from earlier in the morning. He told that Plumbers #38 believes
that there are adequate numbers of workers to meet the project needs. 

Call To:
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T E L E P H O N E  C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D

Contact: Captain Mike Puccinelli
San Francisco Police Department
Bayview Station
201 Williams Avenue
San Francisco, CA

Phone No.: 415-671-2300 Date: January 6, 2004

Call From: Fatuma Yusuf Time: 3:45 PM

Subject: San Francisco Electric Reliability Project

Captain Mike Puccinelli said that the Bayview station has approximately 100 sworn officers
of which one is the captain, 4 are lieutenants, 16 are sergeants and the remaining are patrol
officers. There are 5 patrol cars that patrol the 5 sectors served by the station. There are
night and daytime patrols and there could be one or 2 officers in each patrol car. 

The response time to an emergency call from the project site depends on the priority of the
call. The SFPD uses a prioritization system whereby calls are categorized as either A, B or
C. Calls categorized as ‘A’ are typically responded to within 2 minutes. ‘A’ types of calls are
calls involving ongoing crimes or crimes in progress, e.g., burglary in progress, assault,
shooting, stabbing, etc. Response times to ‘B’ calls are longer than 2 minutes whereas ‘C’
calls are responded to whenever. ‘B’ type of calls are those involving crimes that have
already happened, e.g., a burglary has already occurred and the officer is required to take
down a report. ‘C’ type of calls are those typically dealing with minor infractions. 

Call To:
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T E L E P H O N E  C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D

Stan Warren
Secretary/Treasurer

San Francisco Building Trades
Council (BTC)

Phone No.: 415-467-3330 Date: January 5, 2004

Call From: Fatuma Yusuf Time: 4:40 PM

Message
Taken By:

Subject: Availability of skilled labor

Stan Warren informed me that the BTC could probably supply all the labor requirements of
the project. He, however, pointed he can only predict upto a year. If the project starts more
than a year from now, he suggested that SFPUC should work closely with contractors. 

Call To:


	Environmental Justice
	Environmental Justice
	Key Phases in the Analytical Process
	Outreach and Involvement
	Outreach Efforts Prior to Filing the Application for Certifi
	Post Filing Outreach Efforts

	Screening-level Analysis
	Detailed Examination of the Distribution of Impacts on Segme
	Air Quality
	Public Health
	Noise
	Hazardous Materials


	Conclusion
	References




